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BACKGROUND

Over che last eighteen months Godwins has been working with the United States
Telephone Association to analyze the impact of SFAS 106 costs on the GNP-PI and,
in particular, to determine what portion of the increase in costs experienced by
che P~ice Cap LECs due to SFAS 106 will, in fact, not be reflected in the GNP-PI
or any other macroeconomic effect.

In F-=bruary, 1992 we issued the results of our analysis, indicating that
approximately 85% of the LECs' additional costs would ~ be reflected in the
GNP-PI or recovered through other macroeconomic effects. In July 1992 we issued
a supplemental report responding to obj ections and questions regarding our
inicia1 ~eport. Since chat time, the FCC issued an order denying exogenous
treatment for any SFAS 106 costs for the Price Gap LECs. After reviewing the
order and discussing it with the Commission's staff, the USiA has concluded that
the FCC may not have fully appreciated the conservative nature of our study. nor
the relevance and importance of the sensitivity analysis included in the original
report. As a result, the USTA has asked Godwins to produce this supplemental
~eport, ~hich more fully describes the fundamental conservatism of our approach
and presents the results of a newly expanded sensitiVity analysis.

Respectfully submitted,

--)

/;:::/Z#~
Peter J. Neuwirth, F.S.A.. M.A.A.A.

Andrew B. Abel, Ph.D.
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INTRODUCTION

The fundamental results of the initial Godwins study were derived by the use of
a macroeconomic model, as described beginning on page 26 of Godwins' February,
1992 report. This model takes as input six basic parameters. In choosing the
values for those six parameters we utilized the best available information. TJhen
there was a great deal of information available we chose as accurate a value as
possible for the given parameter. When such information was lacking we were
conservative and chose a value which would, if anything, overstate the impact of
SFAS 106 on GNp·PI.

In its recent order, the FCC challenged two aspects of ehe Godwins study. First,
in comparing the analysis performed by our firm with one performed by NERA, the
FCC expressed concern that the studies relied upon different assumptions
regarding the impact of SFAS 106 on companies' pricing decisions. Secondly, the
FCC expressed concern that our results might be unreliable due to the wide
varie ty of possible parameter input value combinations which might be applicable.

Section I of this report addresses the first issue raised by the FCC, while
Sections II and III address the FCC's second concern. Specifically, Section I
demonstrates that while the basic underlying assumptions as to pricing behavior
may differ between the Godwins and NERA studies, the approach chosen by Godwins
is, in fact, more conservative than that used by NERA.

\o7i th respect to the FCC's second concern, we point out that Section IV of
Godwins' original report described a sensitivity analysis that was performed in
order to determine how much our results would change if we had chosen different
values for the parameters. Yhile we believe this shOUld have been sufficient to
address any concerns as to the reliability of our results, we have now expanded
that sensitivity analysis considerably. Section II of this report examines the
six parameters separately, and determines the range of realistic values for each.
In Section III we calculate and report what the resulcs of our study would have
been, had we used ~ possible combination of values for the six parameters.
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SECTION I

DEMONSTRATION OF CONSERVATIVE NATURE OF GODVINS APPROACH RELATIVE TO NERA

In addition to the Godwins Study submitted by the USTA, a study performed by NERA
was submitted to the FCC. In paragraph 62 of its order the FCC states that:

"While Godwins assumes that companies respond to their booked costs,
NERA reasons that non-regulated companies set prices based on economic
costs, which are better reflected in accrual accounting than pay-as­
you- go. According to NERA, non-regulated firms thus have already
reflected accrued OPEB costs in their prices, but regulated firms did
not, because their prices have been based upon accounted-for costs
plus profits."

I t seems, therefore, that NERA argues that the introduction of SFAS 106 is merely·
an accounting change rather than a real change in firms' costs. For unregulated
firms, any effect on costs due to OPEBs had already been factored into prices
prior to the introduction of SFAS 106. However, firms with regulated prices who
sponsor OPEEs had not been given the opportunity to seek recovery for ~~ese OPEB
costs prior to the introduction of SFAS 106. These regulated firms are the only
firms in the economy whose costs and prices may increase as a direct effect of
SFAS 106 as these firms seek recovery for OPEBs from regulators.

In principle, the Godwins model could be applied to calculate the effect on GNP­
PI under the NERA assumption that SFAS 106 would have a direct effect only on the
prices of regulated firms offering OPEBs covered by SFAS 106. To apply the
Godwins model. we would let sector 1 be the unregulated sector, plus those
regulated firms that do not offer OPDs covered by SFAS 106. Sector 2 would
consist of that portion of the regulated sector of the economy which sponsors
OPEBs covered by SFAS 106. tie would need to know the values of the following
parameters: (1) the share of labor cost in toeal cost in sector 1; (2) the
share of labor cost in total cost in sector 2; (3) the share of employment in
sector 2; and (4) the direct impact of SFAS 106 on labor costs in sector 2. To
obtain the values of these parameters would require an economic analysis for the
first three parameters and an actuarial analysis for the fourth parameter. It
is far beyond the scope of our assignment to carry out the requisite analyses to
obtain reliable values for these parameters. However, we have performed two sets
of illustrative calculations that clearly demonstrate that the Godwins approach
is, in fact, more conservative than NERA's, and had NERA's approach been used by
us, a significantly him,r percentage of the LEGs' SFAS 106 costs would have been
found to be unrecovered by GNP-PI increases or other macroeconomic effects.

While only rough approximations to the comprehensive analysis just described,
these calculations again serve to underscore the conservative nature of our
original study. To reiterate, any change in the underlying assumptions in the
Godwins study to be more consistent with NERA's approach would result in a much
larger percentage of TELCO's SFAS 106 costs remaining unrecovered.
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Illustrative Calculations Part I: One way to describe the difference between the
God-wins and NERA scudies is that NERA assumes OPEBs were already completely
fac=ored into che prices of (unregulated) firms before che introduction of SFAS
106, 'Jhereas Godwins assumes that no additional OPEB costs were factored into the
prices of firms prior to the introduction of SFAS 106. We can look for middle
ground between these two polar cases by assuming that firms had already factored
in a fraction x of the increase in accounting costs due to the introduction of
SFAS l06. ~e will let x take on the values 0, 0.25. 0.50, 0.75, and 1.0. Using
the conservative baseline value of 3.0\ for the direct impact of SFAS 106 on
labor costs for firms offering OPEEs, these values of x correspond to values of
3.0%, 2.25%, 1.50%.0.75% and 0% for the direct impact of SFAS 106 on labor costs
for firms in sector 2. Note that with x - 1. there will be no impact on GNP-PI
and no other macroeconomic effects. On the other hand. with x-a. we will
obtain the baseline results of the Godwins study.

Illustrative Calculations Part II: As stated above. under the NERA assumptions.
sector 2 in the Godwins macroeconomic model should correspond to the set of
regulated firms in the United States that offer OPEBs covered by SFAS 106.
Clearly, the employment in these firms accounts for less than 32\ of private
sector employment, which is the share of private sector employees who work for
firms that offer OPEEs covered by SFAS 106. We do not know exactly how much
smaller than 32\, so we try various values. Specifically, we run the baseline
calculations of the Godwins model except that we allow the share of private
sector employmenr in sector 2 to be a fraction y of 32\, where y - 0.25, 0.50,
0.75, and 1.0. Thus, we let the share of private sector employment in sector 2
be 8%, 16\, 24'. and 32'. Of course, using a value of 32\ is identical to the
baseline calculations in the Godwins report.

The results of both of the above sets of illustrative calculations are shown in
Exhibit 1 on the next page.
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EXHIBIT 1

Results of Illustrative Calculations

direct impact share of
of SFAS 106 on private
labor costs employment
in sector 2 in sector 2 (a) (b) (c)

Godwins
baseline: 3.00\ 0.32 0.7 , 14.5 , 84.8 %

P-r- 1:.. do ... I..-

0.75% 0.32 0.04% 3.77% 96.19%

1.50% 0.32 0.17% 7.44% 92.38'

2.25\ 0.32 0.39' 11. 03, 88.58%

Par: II:

3.0\ 0.24 0.57\ 10.88\ 88.55\

3.0\ 0.16 0.42\ 7.24' 92.34\

3.0\ 0.08 0.23' 3.61' 96.16'

percentage of additional SFAS 106 costs:

(a) reflected in GNP-PI

(b) financed by potential wage reduction and other macroeconomic adjuscments

(e) to be met from other sources

Values of other parameters (same as baseline values used in the original Godwins study):
price elasticity of demand - 1.5
share of labor cost in total cost, sector 1 - 0.64
share of labor cost in total cost, sector 2 - 0.64
labor supply elasticity - 0.0
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SECTION II

DE'l'E!UHNATION OF RANGE OF VALUES FOR INPU'l' P~'l'ERS

In this Section we examine the development of each of the six parameters that
serve as input to our macroeconomic model, and determine a basis for the expanded
sensitivity analysis. The results of this analysis are described in Section III.

1. Increase in Labor Costs Due to SFA$ 106

The most important input to the macroeconomic model is the impact of SFAS 106 on
labor costs in the sector of the economy that provides post-retirement benefits
(sector 2). In our original report we determined this value to be 3.18%. As
discussed in the report. the derivation of this value required us to make certain
estimates and assumptions of both a demographic and economic nature. Our
approach in making those estimates was to try to be as accurate as possible when
chere was sufficient data to make an informed estimate, but to be conservative
(i. e. overstate the impact of SFAS 106) when only limited information was
available. Ve believe that this approach has resulted in a value which is, i:
anything, higher than che actual impact that SFAS 106 vill have on sector 2 and
hence on GNP-PI.

In spite of the above. there is no doubt that a range of pOSSible values exists
within which the true impact of SFAS 106 will lie. In our original report we
prepared a sensitiVity analysis that encompassed a range from 2\ to St. That
range was based on only limited quantitative analysis, but it was our opinion
that the range was more than sufficient to account for any uncertainty in our
baseline determination. Ve have now taken a closer look at that analysis and
concluded that a more precisely determined range of possible values runs from
2.13% to 4.47%. Furthermore, we have looked again at the development of our
baseline value, and concluded that if we had taken a "best estimate" approach on
all assumptions and estimates, we would have estimated that the impact of SFAS
106 on the labor costs in sector 2 would have been 2.54%, rather than 3.18%. The
remainder of this section describes how each of the end points of the range, as
~e1l as the "best estimate" value, were determined.

As noted on page 38 of our original report, the baseline value of the direct
impact of SFAS 106 on sector 2 vas determined by taking the impact on TELCO's
labor costs (6.3') and multiplying this value by adjustment factors (3), (4),
(5). (6) and (8), described on pages 8 and 9 of the original report. These
factors are as follows:

(3) BLI Ratio - .5850
(4) Demographic Adjustment - .5438
(5) Current Retiree Adjustment - .9287
(6) Pre-Funding Adjustment - 1.313
(8) Per UnLt: Labor Cost Adjustment - 1. 3062

6.3% x .5850 x .5438 x .9287 x 1.313 x 1.3062 - 3.18%
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I: is clear from what is shown above that the range of possible variation around
the 3.18\ baseline value can be determined by looking at what value results, when
each of the adjuscments is determined by using either the most conservative or
:he lease conservative possible assumptions. ~e have determined these extreme
values for each of the five relevant adjus cments , as well as noting where a "best
estimate" value would differ from the baseline values shown in our report.

BLI Ratio - In calculating GNP BLI and TELCO BLI, and therefore the BLI ratio,
there were cwo areas of uncertainty. ~ith respect to the calculation of GNP BLI
we utilized average BLIs by industry. and then utilized industry weightings
derived from the GAO survey, to derive a final GNP BLI. ~e believe that this is
the most accurate approach. The only other reasonable alternative approach would
have been to utilize an aggregate employee weighted average based on our data
base. As it happens this approach is slightly more conservative, and results in
a BLI ratio of .5952. This can be viewed as the most conservative possible value
for this factor, because the other area of uncertainty was with respect to the
calculation of TELCO BLI, and there we took the most conservative approach rather
than try to make a "best estimate". Specifically, in deciding how to weight the
various plans sponsored by each Price Cap LEC, we decided to weight them based
on employee counts. ~e believe this was a conservative approach because our GNP
data base maintained only one set of plan provisions for each employer. If we
had taken a best estimate approach and assumed that, where an employer had more
than one plan, it was the more generous plan which was reported in the data base,
then it would have been appropriate to utilize~ the more generous plans in
calculating the TELCO BLI. If we had taken this approach, the BLI ratio would
have become .5478. Thus, with respect to the BLI ratio we find the following:

BU Ratio (used in study)
BLI Rat:io (most conservative)
BLI Ratio (best estimate)
BLI Ratio (least conservative)

.5850

.5952

.5478

.5478:

Demographic Adjustment - We adjusted for the fact that TELCO will utilize lower
rates of turnover and higher retireaent rates at earlier ages than those used by
other employers in determining SFAS 106 costs. lie also included in this
adjustment the basic demographic differences in current age and service between
the TELCO population and the economy as a whole. As noted in the report, our
approach to the turnover rates was a best estimate approach, for which there was
solid evidence. (TELCO's demographics are themselves the result of lower
turnover rate. actually experienced by TELCO). A more conservative, but only
marginally re~onable, approach would be to assume the same withdrawal patterns
for both TELCO and GNP. There is no comparable benchmark to utilize as a least
conservative approach.
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The adjusument due to age and past service differences is also a best estimate
approach, in that it relies on demographic data provided by the separate Price
Cap LEGs, averaged in~o a single composite TELCO census, having a~ average age
of 41.6 with average past service of 16.6 years. Recognizing that arithmetic
averages are not the same as plan weighted averages, we could have taken a more
conservative approach and assumed that the TELCO population was actually one year
younger and had one year less past service. This one year change is more than
sufficient to take account of any differences between arithmetic and plan
weighted averages. Obviously, the plan weighted average age and service for
TELCO might be higher than 41.6 and 16.6, so a least conservative estimate would
be to utilize 42.6 and 17.6 for TELCO's average age and service.

A degree of uncertainty is also present in our adjustment due to earlier
retirement among TELCO employees. This uncertainty arises in the determination
of a national average retirement age assumption. Ye believe our use of age 63
was a conservative assumption in that the limited data on the subject
(Gerontoloiis; Vol. 28, No.4) seems to indicate a national average retirement
age between 63.5 and 64. Furthermore, if, as expected, employers in the GNP tend
to be aggressive (i.e., optimistic) in setting assumptions for accruing post­
retirement liability, a less conservative and, in fact, best estimate approach
would be to utilize an age 64 assumption.

Based on the above considerations we would then derive the following possible
values for the Demographic Adjustment:

Demographic Adjustment (used in study) - .5438
(GNP retirement - 63)
(TELCO turnover < GNP turnover)
(Age - 41. 6 Service - 16.6)

Demographic: Adjustment (most conservative) - .7522
(GNP retirement - 63)
(TELCO turnover - GNP turnover)
(Age - 40.6 Service - 15.6)

Demographic Adjustment (best estimate) - .4936
(GNP retirement - 64)
(TELCO turnover < GNP turnover)
(Age - 41.6 Servic:e - 16.6)

Demographic: Adjust::llent (least conservative) - .4706
(GNP retirement - 64)
(T!LCO turnover < GNP turnover)
(Age - 42.6 Service - 17.6)

Current Retiree Adjustment • The calculation of this adjustment was predicated
on an average claim rate per retiree for the GNP of $1,802 and a ratio of
retirees to covered actives of .1726. The claim rate was derived by taking the
1990 rate of $1,514, as reported in the Hewitt Associates Survey of Retiree
Medical Benefits. and increasing it by 19\ for medical trend inflation. This 19\
is cons is tent with the results of Godwins Inc.' s annual survey of insurance
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ca==ier crend rates. The ratio of retirees to covered actives was derived from
che GAO scudy. While these represent "best estimates", both parameters could
vary in either direction. We have therefore calculated a more "conservative
value, assuming national per retiree costs increased 25% to $1,892, and that the
actual ratio of retirees to actives has increased to .2 (from .1726); and a less
conservative value. assuming national per retiree costs increased 13' between
1990 and 1991, and that the ratio of covered retirees to actives decreased to
.15.

Also inherent in this Adjustment is the assumption that the demography of the
current TELCO retirees is identical to that of the GNP retirees. In fact, this
is likely to be a somewhat conservative assumption because TELCO employees
generally retire at younger ages than the national average. and thus the
liabili ties for TELCO ,.,i11 tend to be higher on this account than for the
retirees in the national economy. A better assumption would therefore be to
assume that retirees at TELCO were somewhat YOunCer than those in the GNP, and
hence generated a SFAS L06 cost per $1 of retiree claim cost that was 5' more
than that for the GNP. A most conservative approach would be to assume that
TELCO retirees are somewhat older and generated 10' less SFAS 106 cost per $1 of
retiree claims. and a least conservative approach would assume 20\ greater SFAS
106 cost per $1 of retiree claims than the GNP. wben combined with the range of
BLI ratios and Demographic Adjustments previously determined, this chen results
in the following values for the Current Retiree Adjustment: I

Current Retiree Adjustment (used in study) - .9287
(Trend - 19')
(Retiree/active .1726)
(TELCO retirees - GNP retirees)

Current Retiree Adjustment (most conservative) .9232
(Trend - 25')
(Retiree/active - .2)
(TELCO retirees older then GNP)

Current Retiree Adjustment: (best estimate) .9455
(Trend - 19')
(Retiree/active - .1726)
(TELCO retirees younger than GNP)

Current Retiree Adj ustment ( least conservative)
(Trend - 13')
(Retiree/active - .15)
(TELCO retirees much younger than GNP)

.9076

Note th1t the development of the range of e¢iIMtes for this adjustment is DO( indep=deDt of previously
developed ranges. Thus some of the values for this adjustment may appear "out of order".
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Pre -Funding Adjustment· This adjuscment looked at the effect of TELCO I S exis ting
pre-funding of post-retirement medical benefits as compared with no pre-funding.
By doing this we made the most conservative assumption possible, i.e~, that there
is no pre-funding in the GNP. Ue have now recalculated this adjustment, making
the more reasonable assumption that there is pre-funding in the GNP to the extent
chat assets equal to one year's claims have accumulated, and that annual
contributions to such funds amount to claims plus 10%. Ue have also made the
same calculation under the less conservative assumption of ewo years; claims
acc~ulated and additional contributions of 20% of claims.

As a result we now have the following values:

Pre-funding Adjustment (used in study) - 1.313
Pre-funding Adjustment (most conservative) - 1.313
Pre-funding Adjustment (best estimate) - 1.205
Pre- funding Adjustment (least conservat:ive) - 1.106

Per Unit Labor Cost Adjusrment - In calculating Per Unit Labor Cost Adjuscment,
allocated compensation and headcount were used. No sensitivity analysis was
performed on this Adjustment because of the validity of the data used and the
s craightforward nature of the calculation. Therefore for purposes of this
analysis:

Per Unit Labor Cost Adjuscment (used in study) - 1. 3062
Per Unit Labor Cost Adjuscment (most conservative) - 1.3062
Per Unit Labor Cost Adjustment (best estimate) - 1.3062
Per Unit Labor Cost Adjustment (least conservative) - 1. 3062

Input to the Hacroeconcnd.c Hodel . Combining the results of the analysis
described above, we find that the range of possible values for the increase in
labor costs for the sector of the economy that provides post-retirement benef! ts
encompasses the following values:

Baseline (used in study) ­
Most Conservative -
Best Estimate -
Least Conservative -

2. Other P,rageters

6.3' x .5850 x .5438 x .9287 x 1. 313 x 1. 3062 - 3.18'
6.3' x .5952 x .7522 x .9232 x 1.313 x 1.3062 - 4.47%
6.3' x .5478 x .4936 x .9455 x 1. 205 x 1. 3062 - 2.54'
6.3' x .5478 x .4706 x .9076 x 1.106 x 1. 3062 - 2.13%

In addition to the direct impact of SFAS 106 on labor costs in sector 2, the
macroeconomic IIlOdel uses intlut values for five other parameters. For the
sensitivity analysis of each of these five parameters, we use the same values as
in the original Godwins Report, as discussed below. However, the current
sensitivity analysis is much more extensive than in the original report.
Specifically, the current sensitivity analysis examines ill possible combinations
of the parameter input values.
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Two of che parameters are production function parameters: the share of labor
cost in total cost for sector 1, and the share of labor cost in total cost for
sector 2. The baseline value of each of these parameters was chosen to be 0.64,
which matches the share of labor cost in total cost for the economy as a whole.:
For the economy as a whole, the share of labor cost in total cost is remarkably
constant over time. Nevertheless, the sensitivity analysis explored the effects
of rather large variations in the share of labor cost in total cost for
individual sectors. The range of variation was chosen to be symmetric around
0.64 and to allow the share of labor cost in total cost to be as low as 0.50 for
each sector. Thus, including the baseline value, the three values used for this
parameter in each sector are 0.50, 0.64, and 0.78.}

One of the input parameters is the share of labor employed in sector 2 (the
sector which provides OPEBs subject to SFAS 106). The GAO survey cited in the
original Godwins Report indicated that 30.7 million out of 95.8 million (32.0%
of 95.8 million) private sector employees are eligible to receive post-retirement
health benefits subject to SFAS 106. Thus, the baseline value for this parameter
was chosen to be 0.32. The GAO calculated that due to possible sampling error
there was a 5\ probability that the figure of 30.7 million could be either higher
than 37.5 million (39.1\ of 95.8 million) or lower than 23.9 million (24.9% of
95.8 million). Thus. including the baseline value, the three values used for
this parameter are: 0.24, 0.32, and 0.40.

2 Labor income is computed. total c::ompoIPtjOll of emplo,.. pl.. two-dlirda of total proprietors' i.n<:ome
with invearory va11WioD mel capital c:oammptiOll adjUstJ!Wlt UIiq data on tbeae components of labor
income from Table B-22 of the 1993 Eqmomic Rqorr ofdrt PrqidpI. md data on GDP and GNP from
Table 8-20 of the 1993 ECVI!O!!!if Sport qftht Prqi4mE. we obtUD £be following results for labor cost as
a share of output:

labor cost

as a share of GDP:

as a shale of GNP:

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991

64.0~ 64.0~ 63..s~ 64.0~ 64.0~

63.9~ 63.9~ 63.3~ 63.8$ 63.8~

3 As explaiaed ill rome detail OIl pep 17, the sIwe of labor COlt in total COlt in the overall economy will Dot

equal 0.64 (acept forc:oiDcidalce) wbal tbe sbare oflaborOO8t in total 008t taka on a value other than 0.64
in one or both seeton. Exhibit 3 reports tbe results of seasitivicy amlysea that vary the share of labor cost
in total cost in each sector while maintaining an overall sIwe of labor cost in total cost equal to 0.64.
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Another input parameter is the price elasticity of demand for goods in each
sector. Estimates of price elasticities of demand for various goods typically
find elasticities to be about 1.0 or smaller, 4 and had we adopted a oest estimate
approach this is the value we would have used. Furthermore, broader categories
of goods tend to have smaller price elasticities than do narrower categories of
goods. The cwo categories of goods used in the macroeconomic model are extremely
broad: one category accounts for about 2/3 of private sector output and the
ather category accounts for about 1/3 of private sector output. The price
elasticities of demand for these cwo categories of goods are almost surely less
than 1.0. Nevertheless, to guard against the pOSSibility of understating the
effect on GNp·PI of the introduction of SFAS 106, we purposely used values of the
price elasticity of demand that are almost surely too high. Specifically, the
baseline calculation uses a value of 1.5 for the price elasticity of demand. In
addition to this baseline value, the sensitivity analysis considers a price
elasticity of demand of 3.0. This value is too high to be plausible and its
inclusion in the sensitivity analysis should be regarded simply as an exercise
to show the sensitivity of the model's results to changes in the price elasticity
of demand.

Finally, the model uses an input value for the wage elasticity of labor supply.
The appropriate concept to be used here is a long-run labor supply elasticity
rather than a short-run labor supply elasticity. The long-run elasticity
is appropriate because the introduction of SFAS 106 represents a permanent change
in the cost of labor for firms offering post-retirement health benefits covered
by SFAS 106. Furthermore, the model is set up to focus on the long-run
eqUilibrium after all adjustments have taken place. The importance of the
distinction between long-run and short-run labor supply elasticities is that
long- run labor supply elasticities tend to be slUller than short-run labor supply
elasticities. Indeed, the long-run labor supply elasticity is probably even
slightly negative'- However, to guard against unc1erst£ting the impact on GNP-PI
of the introduction of SFAS 106, the baseline calculation uses a value of 0.0 for
the labor supply elasticity, which probably slightly overstates the true value
of this elasticity. The sensitivity analysis explores the influence of this
parameter on ehe model's results by examining labor supply elasticities of 0.1,
0.2, and 0.3 in addition to the baseline value of 0.0.

4 See, for GeqMe, Mic:Ud Partin. Ewtl9lflig. Addisco Wesley PublisbiD" 1993, Secoad EditiOll. Table
5.3 OIl pap 109 JiJta price e1aticitiel ofdemand for 20 iDdu&ttia in the United States. The elasticities range
from 0.32 for coU to 1.52 for metals. Twelve of the elasticities are smalJer than 1.0 and eight are larger
than 1.0. 1"be media price elasticity in the table is 0.9.
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The table below summarizes the different values of each of the six input
parameters to the macroeconomic model:

Range of Values
for Sensitivity Analvsis

Best Estimate
Values

Direct: impact of SFAS 106
on labor cost: in sector 2: 2.0%, 3.0'. 4.5' 2.5%

Labor share in total cost, sector 1;5 0.50, 0.64, 0.78 0.64

Labor share in total case, sector 2: ' 0.50, 0.64, 0.78 0.64

Fraction of labor employed in sector 2: 0.24, 0.32, 0.40 0.32

Price elasticity of demand: 1.5, 3.0 1.0

Labor supply elasticicy: 0.0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3 0.0

The total number of possible combinations of parameter values in the sensitivity
analysis is found by multiplying the number of values of each parameter. This
multiplication (3 x 3 x 3 x 3 x 2 x 4) yields 648 combinations of values. The
current: sensitivity analysis examines All of these combinations.

5 Sec FootDote 3 OIl pap 11.
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SECTION III

SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS OF SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

The purpose of this section is to describe the results obtained when the "best
estimate" parameters, as well as the remainder of the 648 combinations of
parameter values described in the previous Section, are input to the
macroeconomic model.

Best Estimate Results

wnen the best estimate values are input to the macroeconomic model, we find that
only 0.3% of the increase in the LECs' costs due to SFAS 106 are recovered
through the GNP - PI, while an additional 12.3' might be recovered through
additional macroeconomic effects. Thus. under this scenario 87.3\ of the
increase remains unrecovered. This compares with our prior baseline result of
84.8% of the cost increase being unrecovered.

Results of Comprehensive Sensitivi;y Analysis

As noted earlier, we input all 648 combinations of parameter values into our
macroeconomic model and tabulated the results. These results are enumerated in
Exhibit 2, which begins on page 19 of this Section.

One new technical issue arose during the sensitivit:y analysis, when we varied the
share of labor cost in total cost in sectors 1 and 2. When the share of labor
cost in total cost is different in sector 1 than in sector 2. the equilibrium
rental cost of capital in the model (the variable -r- in equation (A19) in
Appendix C of the Goclwins Report) changes. If the rental cost of capital
decreases, then the LECs benefit from this decrease just as they benefit from the
reduction in the equilibrium wage rate. However, if the rental cost of capital
increases, then this increase in rental cost tends to offset the benefit to the
LEGs of the reduction in the wage rate. In SOlie cases, the effect of the change
in the rental cost can more than offset the reduction in the wage rate, thus
leading to a negative value reported in column (B) [percentage of TELCO's
additional SFAS 106 costs financed by potential reduction in relative wage and
other macroeconomic effects]. This consideration of the effect of the rental
cost did not arise in the discussion of the baseline calculation because both
sectors had the same share of labor cost in total cost, and thus the rental cost
of capital did noc change in the baseline calculation.

Discussion of Extre.e ValueS

In the sensitivit:y analysis reported in Appendix C of the July 1992 Supplemental
Report, the lowest value for the share of additional SFAS 106 costs to be met
from other sources was 60.1\. In the current sensitivit:y analysis which examines
all 648 combinations of parameter values f some of the combinations of parameter
values lead to values below 60.1% for the share of additional SFAS 106 costs to
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be met from other sources. Below we explain why some of the combinations of
pa~ameter values lead to values below 60.1% and why these low values should be
completely ignored.

Question 1: i'hy do some combinacions of par&lllecer values in the current
sensitivity analysis lead co a result lover than 60.1\1

As stated in the July 1992 Supplemental Report, there are 648 combinations of
parameter values. At che time of writing that report, we did not have the
program available to analyze all of these cOlllbinacions in an expeditious manner.
so we had to choose a subset of those combinations to examine. Our choice of
parameter values was guided by looking at the effects of changing one parameter
at a time. As stated in the July 1992 Supplemental Report (p. 31), "Four of the
parameters were each sec at the value t:hac led to the largest increase in GNP-PI
when the parameters were varied one at a time. (Price elasticity of demand ­
3.0; share of labor costs in total cost, sector 1 - 0.78; share of labor costs
i.n cotal cost, sector 2 - 0.78; initial fraction ot labor force employed in
sector 2 - O.4.)n We then examined all possible combinacions of the remaining
:~o parameters (four values of the labor supply elasticity, and three values of
the direct impact of SFAS 106 on labor costs in sector 2). As it turned out,
among these 12 combinations, the lowest value of the percentage of additional
SFAS 106 costs to be met from other sources (60 .. 1\ in column (C» was obtained
when the labor supply elasticity and the direct impact of SFAS 106 on labor costs
in sector 2 were each set at the values that led to the largest increase in GNP­
PI when the parameters were varied one at a time (labor supply elasticity - 0.3,
and direct impact of SFAS 106 on labor costs in sector 2 - 5\).

Subsequent to the completion of the July 1992 Supplemental Report, we developed
a computer program to examine several hundred parameter combinations
expeditiously. Ye used this program. to examine all 648 combinations of
parameters in the original Godwins report and in the July 1992 ·Supplemental
Report. This analysis revealed that the combination of parameters leading to
60. U for column (C) is indeed the combination of parameter values that produces
the largest effect on GNP- PI [reported in column (A)]. Specifically, that
combination of parameter values produced a value of 26.0\ for che.percen~age of
incremental SFAS 106 costs reflected in GNP-PI [column (A)], and this value of
26. 0' was the highest value among all 648 combinations. However, as it turned
out. the combination of parameter values that yields the highest value in column
(A) does not locate the combination that yields the lowest value in column (C).
The reason is that column (C) is calculated as:

column (C) 100' column (A) - column (B)

where column (B) is the percentage of additional SFAS 106 costs financed by a
potential reduction in the wage rate and other macroeconomic effects (including
any change in the rental cost of capital).

--------------------- cffodwins----
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The smallest value in column (C) corresponds co che highest value of [column (A)
+ column (B)]. As it turned out, che sensitivity analysis in the July 1992
Supplemental Report successfully located the highest value of colUmn (A) among
all 648 combinations but did not locate the highest value of [column (A) + column
(B)]. Specifically, the earlier sensitivity analysis did not include some
combinations of parameter values that lead to a relatively large reduction in the
wage rate and/or the rental cost of capital, thereby leading to relatively large
values of column (B).

To sum up, because the sensitivity analysis in the July 1992 Supplemental Report
did not examine all 648 combinations of parameter values, it did not locate the
lowest value of (C). The current sensitivity analysis examines all 648
combinations of parameter values.

Question 2: Why should ve completely ignore those combinations of parameter
values that lead to values smaller than 60.1\ for the percentage of additional
SFAS 106 costs to be met from other sources [column (C)]?

The current sensitivity analysis examines a complete set of 648 combinations of
parameter values. Ten of these combinations lead to values in column (C) smaller
than 60.1%. All ten of these parameter combinations have the following
characteristics:

1. The price elasticicy of demand is 3.0. As discussed on page 12,
the price elasticities of demand for sectors 1 and 2 are almost
surely less than 1.0. A value of 1.5 for the price elasticicy of
demand was used in the baseline calculation to guard against
understating the iJlpact of SFAS 106 on GNP-PI. The value of 3.0
used in the sensitivicy analysis is too high to be plausible, and
we recommend ignoring calculations tilat use a value of 3.0 for
the price elasticicy of demand.

2. The direct impact of SFAS 106 on labor costs 1n sector 2.is 4.5%.
which is an upper bound on the true value of this parameter
according to the sensitivicy analysis of the actuarial study. In
fact, this value is well beyond both the best estimate of 2.5%
and the lIlore conservative baseline value of 3.0'.

3. The share of labor cost in total cost is 0.78 in sector 1 and
less than 0.78 (either 0.64 or 0.50) in sector 2 (the sector that
provides OPUs subject to SFAS 106). However, we are very

-16-
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confident chat for the economy as a whole the share of labor cost in
total cost is 0.64. 6

~en the share of labor cost in total cost is set
equal to 0.64 in both sectors, then the overall share of labor cost in
total cost is 0.64, which matches the actual data. But when the share
of labor cost in total cost is not set equal to 0.64 in both sectors,
the overall share of labor cost in total cost does not equal 0.64,
except by coincidence.

Additional Sensitivity Analysis

Having noted that the share of labor cost in total cost is 0.64 in the U.S.
economy (comment #3 directly above). we performed an additional sensitivity
analysis that takes account of this fact. In the model. the overall share of
labor cost in total cost depends on the share of labor cost in total cost in each
sector, as well as on the share of employment in sector 2 (the sector that'
provides OPEBs subject to SFAS 106). Rather than allowing the share of labor
cost in total cost in sector 1, the share of labor cost in total cost in sector
2, and the share of employment in sector 2 to be varied independently of each
ocher, the additional sensitivity analysis requires that these three parameters
be varied in a way such that the share of labor cost in total cost for the whole
economy is 0.64. Specifically, the share of labor cost in total cost in sector
2 is allowed to take on the values 0.5, 0.64 and 0.78; and the share of
employment in sector 2 is allowed to take on the values 0.24, 0.32 and 0.40. For
each of these combinations of parameter values. the share of labor cost in total
cost in sector 1 is chosen so that in the overall econollY the share of labor cost
in total cost is 0.64. This additional sensitivity analysis has 216 combinations
of parameter values (there are only 1/3 as many combinations because the share
of labor cost in total cost in sector 1 is no longer varied independently of the
share of labor cost in toeal cost in sector 2 and the share of employment in
sector 2). The results of these runs are shown in Exhibit 3. beginning on page
34.

In this new sensitiVity analysis, there were four (4) combinations of parameter
values for which the percentage of additional SFAS 106 costs to be met from other
sources [column (C)] is less than 60.1\. All four (4) of these parameter
combinations have the following characteristics:

1. The price elasticity of demand equals 3.0. As explained above,
thia value of the price elasticity of dell&nd is just too high to
be believed, and we should ignore these combinations of parameter
values.

6 See Footnote 2 on page it.
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2. The direct impact: of SFAS 106 on labor cost:s in sector 2 is 4.5%.
which is an upper bound on the true value of this parameter
according to the sensit:ivity analysis of che actuarial study. As
noted earlier this value is much higher than either the best
estimate value or the conservative baseline value used in the
original study.

3. The share of employment in sector 2 is 0.4. According to the GAO
scudy ciced in the original Godwins scudy. the probability is
greater than 97 5' that the true value of this parameter is less
than 0.4.

In summary. many of the combinations of parameters. including all of the
combinations that yield less than 60.1\ in column (C), are simply not worthy of
consideration.

USTA
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=~pues :
(1) Percentage increase in Labor Case in Sec ear or Economy

Subject to SFAS 106
(2) Share of Employment in Sector Subject co SFAS 106
(3) Labor Cost as a Share of Total Cost in Sector Subject to SFAS 106
(~) Labor Cost as a Share of Total Cost in Sector Not Subject to SFAS 106
(5) Labor Supply Elasticity for u.S. Economy
(6) Price Elasticity of Demand in each Sector

Results:
Percentage of Telco's Additional SFAS 106 Costs ­
(A) Reflected in GNP-PI
(B) Financed by Potential Reductions in National

and Other Macroeconomic Effects
(C) To be Met by Other Sources

Average wage Rate

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (A) (8) (C)
Labor Cost ~ of Increm. SFAS 106 Cost:s

l as % Total Cost ~--------------------_._---

~ Chg. Emp1. --.-._----- .. _.- Labor Price Reflected Other To be met
Labor Subj to Subj to Not Supply Elast. in Macroecon. by Other
Cost FAS 106 FAS 106 Subj Elast:. Demand GNP-PI Effects Sources

------- -----_. ............ - .. _---- ------ ------- --.-_ .. -
2\ 24, 50' 50' ° 1.5 0.2' 7.4' 92.4'
2\ 24' SO, 50' 0.1 1.5 1.3' 6.4' 92.3'
2\ 24' 50' 50' 0.2 1.5 2.3' 5.5' 92.2'
2\ 24' 50' SO, 0.3 1.5 3.2' 4.7' 92.1\
2\ 24, 50' 50' ° 3 0.3' 7.3' 92.4'
2' 24, 50' 50' 0.1 3 1.4' 6.3' 92.3'
2\ 24' S0' SO, 0.2 3 2.4' 5.4' 92.2\
2\ 24' 50' SO, 0.3 3 3.3' 4.6' 92.1\
2\ 24' 50, 64' ° 1.5 0.2' 7.9' 91.8'
2\ 24, SO, 64' 0.1 1.5 1.5' 6.9' 91.6\
2% 24\ SO, 64, 0.2 1.5 2.7t 6.0' 91.3'
2\ 24, S0' 64' 0.3 1.5 3.8\ 5.1\ 91.1\
2\ 24, 50' 64' a 3 0.4' 9.4' 90.2\
2\ 24' 50' 64\ 0.1 3 1.4' 8.6\ 90.0\
2\ 24' SO, 64, 0.2 3 2.4' 7.S' 89.S\
2\ 24' S0' 64, 0.3 3 3.3' 7.1\ 89.6'
2% 24\ SO, 78' a 1.5 0.3' 9.3' 90.4\
2\ 24' SO, 7S, 0.1 1.5 1. 7\ 8.3\ 90.It
2% 24, 50' 7S' 0.2 1.5 3.0' 7.3\ 89.7\
2% 24' 50' 7S, 0.3 1.5 4.2\ 6.4\ 89.4'
2% 24\ SO, 7S, 0 3 0.4\ 14.2\ 85.4\
2% 24\ 50\ 7S\ 0.1 3 1.4' 13.4\ S5.2\
2% 24\ 50\ 'S\ 0.2 3 2.3\ 12.7\ 85.0\
2' 24\ 50\ 78' 0.3 3 3.2\ 12.0\ 84.8'
2% 24\ 64\ 50\ 0 1.5 0.2\ 7.1\ 92.7\
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,,1) ( 2) ( 3) \~) ; 5) ,6) ( A) (3) (C)
Labor Cose % of Increm. SFAS 106 Cases

% a.s ~ Tot:al Cost ---------~-----------------

! Chg. S:np1. ... --------_ .. _--- Labor Price i\eflect:ed Other To be met:
:"abor Subj to Subj to ~ot Supply Elast: . in ~acroecon. by Other
Cost: ?A$ 106 ?AS 106 Subj Elast:. Demand GNP-PI Effects Sources

.................. --- .. - ... - .. ---.- ------ - ... - ... -- -----_. -------
2% 24% 64% 50% 0.1 1.5 1.4% 6.0% 92.5%
2% 24% 64\ 50\ 0.2 1.5 2.6\ 5.0% 92.4%
2% 24% 64% 50\ 0.3 1.5 3.6% 4.1% 92.2%
2% 24\ 64% 50' 0 3 0.4% 6.0% 93.6%
2% 24% 64\ SOt 0.1 3 1. a% 4.8% 93.4%
2% 24% 64% 50% 0.2 3 3.1% 3.7% 93.2%
2% 24% 64\ 50\ 0.3 3 4.3% 2.6% 93.1%
2% 24\ 64\ 64% 0 1.5 0.3% 7.4% 92.4%
2% 24% 64\ 64\ 0.1 1.5 1. 7\ 6.3% 92.0\
2% 24\ 64\ 64\ 0.2 1.5 3.1% 5.3% 91. 7%
2% 24\ 64\ 64\ 0.3 1.5 4.3\ 4.3\ 91.4\
2% 24% 64\ 64\ 0 3 0.5% 7.2% 92.3\
2% 24\ 64% 64% 0.1 3 1. 9% 6.H 92.0%
2% 24\ 64\ 64\ 0.2 3 3.2% 5.1% 91. 6'
2% 24\ 64\ 64% 0.3 3 4.5% 4.2% 91. 3\
2% 24\ 64\ 78% 0 1.5 0.3% 8.8% 90.9\
2% 24\ 64% 7S% 0.1 1.5 1. 9' 7.7\ 90.4\
2% 24\ 64\ 7S\ 0.2 1.5 3.4' 6.6% 90.0'
2\ 24\ 64\ 7S\ 0.3 1.5 4.9' 5.6' S9.5'
2' 24\ 64\ 78' .0 3 0.5' 12.711 86.S'
2\ 24' 64' 78' 0.1 3 1.9' 11.711 86.4'
2\ 24' 64' 78' 0.2 3 3.1\ 10.S' S6.0\

2' 24' 64, 78' 0.3 3 4.4' 10.0' 85.7'
2' 24' 78' SO, a 1.5 0.2' 6.6% 93.1\
2% 24' 78' 50' 0.1 1.5 1. 6' 5.5\ 92.9'
2% 24' 78' SO, 0.2 1.5 2.S' 4.4' 92.H
2t 24, 78' 50' 0.3 1.5 4.o, 3.5% 92.5'
2% 24, 78' SO, ° 3 0.4' 4.5% 95.1\
2\ 24, 78' Sat 0.1 3 2.U 3.0% 94.9'
2% 24, 7S, 50' 0.2 3 3.7' 1.7% 94.6\
2% 24' 7S' 50' 0.3 3 5.1\ 0.4\ 94.4\
2\ 24\ 78' 64\ a 1.5 0.3\ 6.5\ 93.2\
2% 24\ 78\ 64' 0.1 1.5 1.9' 5.3\ 92.S'
2\ 24, 78\ 64\ 0.2 1.5 3.4\ 4.2\ 92.4\

2' 24\ 78' 64' 0.3 1.S 4.8' 3.2\ 92.0\
2% 24' 78' 64' a 3 0.5\ 3.7' 95.7'
2\ 24' 78' 64\ 0.1 3 2.4\ 2.4\ 95.3\

2' 24' 78' 64\ 0.2 3 4.1\ 1.1\ 94.S'
2% 24\ 78' 64\ 0.3 3 5.7\ -0.1% 94.4\
2\ 24\ 78\ 78' a 1.5 0.4\ 7.3\ 92.3\
2% 24\ 78\ 7S\ 0.1 1.5 2.1\ 6.2\ 91. 7%
2\ 24\ 78\ 7S\ 0.2 1.5 3.9\ 5.0% 91.1\
2% 24\ 78\ 78\ 0.3 loS 5.S\ 3.9\ 90.6\
2\ 24\ 78\ 78\ 0 3 0.7% 7.1% 92.2\
2% 24\ 78\ 78\ 0.1 3 2.4\ 6.0\ 91. 6\
2% 24\ 78\ 78\ 0.2 3 4.1\ 4.8\ 91.0\
21 24\ 78\ 78\ 0.3 3 5.8\ 3.7% 90.5\
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~ \ : 2) ( 3 ) (4) (5 ) \6) (A) (B) :C)~ I

Labor Cost:: i; of Increm. SFAS l06 CostS
~ as % Total Cost --------- ... __ ....... _--- ...... _- .....

., Chg. :.mpl. --------------- Labor Price Reflected Other To be met
;".abor Subj ::0 Subj to Not Supply Slast. in ~acroecon. by Other
Cost: F"AS 106 FAS 106 Subj Elast. Demand GNP-PI Effects Sources

-_ .. - ... -- .. -- ... _-- ....... ---- ... ----- ------ ------- --- ... -.. -
2% 32\ 50\ 50\ a 1.5 0.2\ 9.9% 89.9%
2% 32% 50% 50% 0.1 1.5 1.7% 8.6% 89.8%
2% 32% 50% 50% 0.2 1.5 3.1% 7.3% 89.6%
2% 32% 50% 50% 0.3 1.5 4.3% 6.2% 89.5%
2% 32% 50\ 50% a 3 0.4% 9.7\ 89.9%
2% 32% SO, 50% 0.1 3 1. 8% 8.4% 89.7%
2% 32% SO, SOt 0.2 3 3.2% 7.2% 89.6%
2% 32\ SO, 50~ 0.3 3 4.4' 6.1\ 89.S%
2% 32% 50% 64' a 1.5 0.3% 10.5% 89.3\
2% 32\ 50\ 64% 0.1 1.5 1. 9% 9.1% 88.9%
2% 32% 50\ 64' 0.2 1.5 3.5% 7.9\ 88.6%
2% 32% 50\ 64% 0.3 1.5 4.9% 6.7\ 88.3\
2% 32% 50% 64% 0 3 0.4' 12.1% 87.5%
2% 32% 50' 64% 0.1 3 1. 9% 10.9% 87.2%
2% 32% SO, 64' 0.2 3 3.2% 9.8% 87.0%
2% 32\ 50% 64% 0.3 3 4.4% 8.a% 86.7\
2% 32% 50\ 78\ 0 1.5 0.3% 11.8% 87.9\
2% 32\ 50\ 78\ 0.1 1.5 2.1% 10.4% 87.5'
2' 32\ 50' 78' 0.2 1.5 3.8\ 9.1\ 87.0\
2% 32' SO, 78' 0.3 1.5 5.4% 7.9\ 86.6'
2% 32' SO, 78' a 3 0.5' 16.6\ 82.9'
2% 32\ 50\ 78' 0.1 3 1. 8' 15.6\ 82.6'
2\ 32' 50\ 78\ 0.2 3 3.1' 14.6\ 82.4'
2% 32' 50, 78\ 0.3 3 4.3' 13.6' 82.1\
2\ 32\ 64' 50' a 1.5 0.2' 9.5% 90.3'
2% 32' 64' 50' 0.1 1.5 1. 9' 8.0% 90.0'
2% 32' 64, 50' 0.2 1.5 3.5' 6.7\ 89.S\
2\ 32\ 64' 50' 0.3 1.5 4.9\ 5.5\ 89.6\
2% 32\ 64' 50' a 3 0.4' 8.ll 91.5\
2% 32\ 64' 50' 0.1 3 2.3\ 6.5\ 91.2\
2\ 32\ 64, 5o, 0.2 3 4.U 5.0\ 90.9\
2% 32' 64' 50' 0.3 3 5.7% 3.6\ 90.7%
2% 32' 64' 64' ° 1.5 0.3\ 9.8' 89.8'
2\ 32' 64' 64' 0.1 1.5 2.2\ 8.4\ 89.4\
2% 32' 64' 64' 0.2 1.5 4.0\ 7.0\ 88.9'
2% 32\ 64\ 64' 0.3 1.5 5.7\ 5.8% 88.5'
2% 32' 64' 64' a 3 0.6' 9.7% 89.8'
2% 32' 64, 64\ 0.1 3 2.5' 8.2\ 89.3\
2% 32\ 64, 64' 0.2 3 4.3\ 6.9\ 88.9\
2% 32\ 64\ 64' 0.3 3 5.9\ 5.6\ 88.5%
2\ 32% 64\ '18' a 1.5 0.4\ 11.4\ 88.3\
2% 32\ 64% "'8\ 0.1 1.5 2.5\ 9.9% 87.6\
2% 32% 64% ~8' 0.2 1.5 4.5% 8.5% 87.0\
2% 32% 64% "8% 0.3 1.5 6.4% 7.2\ 86.4%
2% 32\ 64\ "'8\ 0 3 0.6% 15.6\ 83.7\
2% 32\ 64% -8% 0.1 3 2.4% 14.4% 83.2%
2% 32\ 64% "8% 0.2 3 4.1% 13.1% 82.7%
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,1) (2) ( 3) (4) \ 5 ) (6 ) (A) (5) (C)
Labor Cost ~ of Increm. SFAS 106 Costs

% as % Tot:al Cost .. --- .. -----.- ..... ----- .... _-.--
% Chg. Empl. -----._-- .. --_ ..... Labor Price Reflected Other To be IDet

Labor Subj to Subj t:o Not Supply Elast:. in Macroecon. by Other
Cost FAS 106 FAS 106 Subj Elast. Demand GNp·PI Effects Sources

------- ...... -.- .. ------ ------ .----- ---.--- --.-.--
2% 32% 64\ 78\ 0.3 3 5.8% 12.0% 82.2%
2% 32% 78\ 50\ 0 1.5 0.3\ 8.8% 90.9\
2% 32% 78\ 50\ 0.1 1.5 2.1% 7.3\ 90.6\
H 32\ 78' 50\ 0.2 1.5 3.8' 5.9\ 90.3\
2\ 32\ 78\ 50\ 0.3 1.5 5.4\ 4.6\ 90.0\
2\ 32\ 78\ 50\ 0 3 0.5\ '6.0\ 93.6\
2\ 32\ 78\ 50\ 0.1 3 2.7\ 4.1\ 93.2\
2\ 32% 78\ 50, 0.2 3 4.8\ 2.3\ 92.9'
2\ 32\ 78' 50\ 0.3 3 6.8\ 0.6\ 92 .6'
2' 32% 78\ 64, 0 1.5 0.4\ 8.7\ 91.0\
2% 32\ 78\ 64\ 0.1 1.5 2.5\ 7.1% 90.4'
2% 32\ 78\ 64\ 0.2 1.5 4.5\ 5.7\ 89.8\
2\ 32\ 78\ 64% 0.3 1.5 6.4\ 4.3\ 89.3\
2% 32\ 78% 64% 0 3 0.6\ 5.2% 94.1\
2% 32\ 78% 64\ 0.1 3 3.1\ 3.4% 93.5'
2\ 32\ 7S\ 64\ 0.2 3 5.3\ 1.S\ 92.9\
2% 32% 78' 64% 0.3 3 7.5\ 0.2\ 92.3\
2\ 32\ 7S, 7S% 0 1.5 0.4\ 9.8\ 89.8\
2\ 32\ 78' 78\ 0.1 1.5 2.8\ 8.2\ 89.0'
2\ 32' 78' 78' 0.2 1.5 S.U 6.7\ 88.2\
2\ 32' 78' 78\ 0.3 1.5 7.3' 5.2\ 87.5\

2' 32' 78' 78' 0 3 0.8\ 9.6' 89.6'
2\ 32' '78' 7St ·0.1 3 3.2\ 8.0t 88.9'
2\ 32' 78' ·78' 0.2 3 5.4' 6.5' 88.1\
2\ 32\ 78' 78' 0.3 3 7.6' 5.0t 87.4'
2\ 40, SO, 50' ° 1.5 0.2' 12.4' 87.4'
2\ 40' SO, 50' 0.1 1.5 2.U 10.7\ 87.2\
2\ 40' 50' 50' 0.2 1.5 3.8\ 9.2\ 87.0\
2\ 40' 50' 50' 0.3 1.5 5.3\ 7.8\ 86.9\
2\ 40' 50\ 50' 0 3 0.4' 12.2\ 87.4'
2% 40' SO, 50\ 0.1 3 2.3\ 10.6\ 87.2'
2\ 40, SO, 50\ 0.2 3 3.9' 9.1\ 87.0'
2% 40' 50' SO, 0.3 3 5.5' 7.7' 86.8\
2\ 40' Sat 64, ° 1.5 0.3' 13.0\ 86.8'
2\ 40t 50' 64, 0.1 1.5 2.3' 11.3\ 86.4\
2\ 40' 50' 64, 0.2 1.5 4.3' 9.7' 86.0'
2% 40' SO, 64\ 0.3 1.5 6.0' 8.3% 85.7\
2\ 40' so, 64, .0 3 0.5' 14.6\ 85.0\
2\ 40' 50' 64\ 0.1 3 2.3\ 13.1\ 84.6\
2\ 40' SO, 64\ 0.2 3 3.9\ 11.7\ 84.3\
2\ 40' SO, 64\ 0.3 3 5.5\ 10.5\ 84.1\
2\ 4o, 50\ 78\ 0 1.5 0.3\ 14.2\ 85.5\
2\ 40\ 50\ 7S' 0.1 1.5 2.5\ 12.5\ 85.0\

2% 40\ 50\ 78\ 0.2 1.5 4.6\ 10.9\ 84.5\
2\ 4o, 50' 7S\ 0.3 1.5 6.5' 9.4\ 84.1\
2\ 40\ 50\ 78\ 0 3 0.5\ 18.7\ 80.8\

2't 40\ 50\ T8\ 0.1 3 2.2\ 17.3\ 80.5\
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,1 ) (2) (3) (6.) ( 5 ) : 6) (A) ( B) (C)
Labor Cost i; of I:1c:-em. SFAS 106 Costs

% as % Total Cost:
0--_ ....... -- ............ ----- ............

~ Chg. Empl. .. .......... --- ........ -- Labor Price Reflected Other To be met
Labor Subj to Subj co ~oc Supply Elast. in ~acroecon. by Other
Cost FAS 106 FAS 106 Subj Elast:. Demand GNp·PI Effects Sources

... ------ ------- ------ ----_ .. ------ ------. -------
2\ 40\ 50\ 78% 0.2 3 3.8\ 16.0\ 80.1\

2% 40\ 50\ 78% 0.3 3 5.3\ 14.8\ 79.9\

2\ 40% 64\ 50' a 1.5 0.3% 11.9\ 87.9\

2% 40% 64% 50\ 0.1 1.5 2.4% 10.1% 87.5\

2' 40\ 64\ 50\ 0.2 1.5 4.4% 8.4% 87.2\

2% 40\ 64\ 50' 0.3 1.5 6.2% 6.9% 86.9\

2' 40\ 64\ 50\ 0 3 0.5\ 10.2\ 89.3%

2% 40\ 64' 50\ 0.1 3 2.9% 8.2\ 88.9%

2% 4o, 64\ 50' 0.2 3 5.o, 6.4\ 88.6'

2' 4o, 64' 50' 0.3 3 7.1\ 4.7\ 88.2'
2% 40\ 64' 64\ ° 1.5 0.3\ 12.3\ 87.3\
2% 40\ 64\ 64\ 0.1 1.5 2.8' 10.5\ 86.H

2% 40' 64\ 64% 0.2 1.5 5.0% 8.S\ 86.2\

2% 4o, 64\ 64' 0.3 1.5 7.1\ 7.2\ 85.7\
2\ 40\ 64' 64' 0 3 0.6' 12.1\ 87.3\
2\ 40\ 64' 64' 0.1 3 3.0\ 10.3\ 86.7\
2\ 40\ 64' 64, 0.2 3 5.3\ 8.6\ 86.1\
2\ 40\ 64\ 64\ 0.3 3 7.4\ 7.0\ 85.6\
2\ 40\ 64' 78' ° 1.5 0.4' 13.9' 85.7'
2' 4o, 64' 78' 0.1 1.5 3.0\ 12.1\ 84.9'

2' 40' 64' 78' 0.2 1.5 5.5\ 10.3' 84.2'

-2' 40' 64' 78' 0.3 1.5 7.8' 8.7' 83.5'

2' 4o, 64' 7s. 0 3 0.7' 18.2' 81.1\

2' 40' 64' 78' 0.1 3 3.0' 16.6' 80.4\

2' 40' 64, 78' 0.2 :3 5 ..1' 15.lt 79.8'

2' 40' 64' 7S, 0.3 :3 7.2' 13.6' 79.2'

2' 40' 78' 50' 0 1.5 0.3' 11.1\ 88.6'
2\ 4o, 78' 50' 0.1 1.5 2.7' 9.1' 88.2\
2' 40' 78' SO, 0.2 1.5 4.9' 7.4' 87.S'
2\ 40' 78' so, 0.3 1.5 6.9' 5.7' 87.4'
2\ 40' 7St 50' a 3 0.5' 7.5\ 92.0l
2\ 40' 78, 50' 0.1 3 3.4\ 5.1\ 91.5'
2\ 40' 78' so, 0.2 3 6.0' 2.9' 91.1\

2' 40_ 78' 50' 0.3 3 8.5' 0.9\ 90.6'
2' 40_ 78' 64' ° 1.5 0.4' 11.o, 88.6'
2' 40' 78, 64' 0.1 1.5 3.1' 9.0\ 87.9\
2% 40' 78' 64' 0.2 1.5 5.7\ 7.2\ 87.2'
2\ 40' 78' 64' 0.3 1.5 8.1\ 5.4' 86.5\
2\ 40' 78, 64' 0 3 0.7' 6.9\ 92.4\

2' 40\ 7St 64' 0.1 3 3.7' 4.7\ 91.6\

2' 40' 7St - 64\ 0.2 3 6.6\ 2.6\ 90.S'
2\ 40' 78, 64' 0.3 3 9.3' 0.6% 90.1\
2\ 40' 78\ 78' 0 1.S 0.5' 12.3\ 87.3'

2' 4o, 7S, 78\ 0.1 1.S 3.5% 10.3\ 86.2\
2\ 40' 7S, 7S, 0.2 l.S 6.3\ 8.4.\ 85.3\
2\ 40' 78' 78, 0.3 1.5 9.1\ 6.6\ 84.4\

2' 40\ 78' 78\ 0 3 0.9% 12.0\ 87.1\
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Exhibit 24-g

, ,
l 2) (3 ) (~)

,." ::, \ ; 6) (A) (B) (C)... ! .~ ~ J

Labor Cost: % of Increm. SFAS 106 Costs
% as 1: To cal ,::os t: ----------- .. ---------------

~ Chg. Empl. .. - ... -.-------- .. - Labor Price Reflected Other To be met
~abor Su.bj to Su.b j to ~ot Supply £last. in !'1acroecon. by Other
Cost FAS 106 FAS 106 Subj £last. Demand GNp·PI Effecl:S Sources

-_ ... - ... -- ................ ------ ------ ------ ---- ........ --.- .. _...

2% 40% 78% 78\ 0.1 3 3.9\ 10.0% 86.1%
2% 40' 78t 78\ 0.2 3 6.7' 8.1% 85.2\
2% 40\ 78\ 78\ 0.3 3 9.4\ 6.3\ 84.2\
3% 24\ SO, 50\ 0 1.5 0.4' 10.9\ 88.7%
3% 24\ 50\ 50' 0.1 1.5 2.U 9.5\ 88.5\
3% 24\ 50\ 50\ 0.2 1.5 3.6' S .1\ 88.3\
3% 24' SO, SO, 0.3 1.5 4.9\ 6.9' 88.2\
3% 24\ 50\ SO, ° 3 0.7' 10.7' 88.6\
3% 24\ SO, 50, 0.1 3 2.3' 9.2\ 88.5'
3% 24' SO, 50' 0.2 3 3.8\ 7.9' 88.3'
3% 24' 50\ SO, 0.3 3 5.2' 6.7' 88.2'
3% 24' 50\ 64% 0 1.5 0.5\ 11.7\ 87.8'
J% 24\ 50' 64\ 0.1 1.5 2.4\ 10.2\ 87.4%
3% 24% 50\ 64\ 0.2 1.5 4.2' 8.S% 87.0\
3% 24' 50' 64% 0.3 1.5 5.8' 7.5\ 86.71
3% 24\ 50\ 64% 0 3 0.8' 13.9% 85.3%
3% 24' 50' 64% 0.1 3 2.4' 12.6' 85.0'
3' 24\ 50' 64, 0.2 3 3.9' 11.4' 84.7'
3' 24\ SO, 64' 0.3 3 5.2' 10.3' 84.4'
3' 24' SO, 78\ a 1.5 0.6' 13.8' 85.7'
3' 24' 50' 7S' 0.1 1.5 2.6' 12.3' 85.U
3' 24\ SO, 7S' 0.2 1.5 4.6' 10.8' 84.6'
3' 24\ SO, 78\ 0.3 1.5 6.5\ 9.4' 84.1\

3' 24\ 50' 78' 0 3 0.9\ 21.0' 78.2\
3' 24' SO, 78' 0.1 3 2.3\ 19.8' 77 .8'
3' 24, SO, 78' 0.2 3 3.7t 18.S\ 77 .5'
3' 24, SO, 78' 0.3 3 5.0' 17.8' 77.2'
3' 24, 64, 50\ a 1.5 0.5' 10.4' 89.1'
3% 24\ 64\ 50\ 0.1 1.5 2.3' 8.9' 88.8'
3\ 24, 64' 50' 0.2 1.5 4.0\ 7.4' 88.6'
3\ 24, 64, SO, 0.3 1.5 5.6' 6.lt 88.4'
3' 24' 64' 50\ 0 3 O.S' 8.S\ 90.4\
3\ 24' 64' 50' 0.1 3 2.9' 7.0' 90.1\
3\ 24' 64\ 50' 0.2 3 4.8\ 5.3' 89.9\
3\ 24' 64' 50' 0.3 3 6.6' 3.8' 89.6\
3\ 24, 64' 64\ 0 1.5 0.6' 10.9' 88.5\
3\ 24, 64, 64, 0.1 1.5 2.1\ 9.3\ 88.0\
3% 24' 64' 64' 0.2 1.5 4.7' 7.7\ 87.5\
3\ 24' 64' 64' 0.3 1.5 6.6' 6.3' 87.1\
3\ 24\ 64\ 64\ ° 3 1.1\ 10.5\ 88.4'
3\ 24\ 64\ 64\ 0.1 3 3.2\ 8.9\ 87.9\
3\ 24' 64\ 64\ 0.2 3 5.2\ 7.4\ 87.4'
3\ 24\ 64\ 64\ 0.3 3 7.0\ 6.0\ 87.0\
3% 24\ 64\ 78\ 0 1.5 0.7\ 13.0\ 86.4%
J% 24\ 64\ 78\ 0.1 1.5 3.1% 11.3\ 85.6\
3% 24\ 64\ 78\ 0.2 1.5 5.3\ 9.7\ 84.9\
J% 24\ 64\ 78\ 0.3 1.5 7.5% 8.3% 84.2\
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Exhibit 24-g

l.) ; 2) ': 3) (. ) \ 5) ( 6 ) (A) (B) (C)
Labor Cost ~ of Increm. SFAS l06 Costs

% as % Total Cost: .... - .. -----_ .. _----- ........ _------
~ Chg. ::mp1. ... _-----_ .. _- .. --- :.abor Price Reflected Other :'0 be met
:".abor Subj to Subj to '1ot Supply £last. in ~acroecon. by Other
Cost ;:"AS 106 FAS 106 Subj £last:. Demand GNP·PI Effects Sources

..... -- ... -- ................ ---_.- '*--- .. - "' - ............ ._--- .. - -- .. -- ......
3% 24% 64% 78% a 3 1. 2% 18.6% 80.2%
3% 24% 64% 78% 0.1 3 3.2% 17.2% 79.6%
3% 24% 64% 78% 0.2 3 5.H 15.9% 79.0%
J% 24% 64% 78% 0.3 3 6.9% 14.7% 78.5%
3% 24% 78% 50% 0 1.5 0.5% 9.8% 89.7%
3% 24% 78% 50% 0.1 1.5 2.5% 8.1% 89.4%
3% 24% 78% 50' 0.2 1.5 4.4% 6.5% 89.a
3% 24% 78' 50% 0.3 1.5 6.1% S.U 88.8%
3% 24% 78% 50' ° 3 0.9\ 6.5% 92.7%
3% 24' 78% 50' 0.1 3 3.4% 4.3% 92.3%
3% 24% 78% 50' 0.2 3 5.7% 2.3% 91. 9\
3% 24% 78% 50% 0.3 3 7.9% 0.5% 91. 6%
3% 24% 78% 64% 0 1.5 0.7% 9.5% 89.8\
3% 24% 78% 64% 0.1 1.5 3.0% 7.8% 89.2\
J% 24% 78% 64% 0.2 1.5 5.3% 6.1% 88.6\
3% 24\ 78% 64% 0.3 1.5 7.4\ 4.6% 88.0\
3% 24% 78t 64\ 0 3 1.2\ 5.3% 93.5\
3% 24% 78\ 64% 0.1 3 3.9\ 3.3\ 92.8'
3% 24\ 78\ 64\ 0.2 3 6.4\ 1.4\ 92.2\
3% 24\ 78t 64\ 0.3 3 8.S' -0.3' 91.5'
3\ 24\ 78\ 78\ 0 1.5 0.8\ 10.8\ 88.4\
3\ 24\ 78\ 78' 0.1 1.5 3.5t 9.0' 87.5\
3% 24\ 78t 7S, 0.2 1.5 6.0t 7.3\ 86.7'
3\ 24\ 78\ 78\ 0.3 1.5 8.5' 5.7\ 85.8'
3' 24' 78\ 78\ 0 3 1.5' 10.3' 88.2\
3\ 24\ 7S, 78t 0.1 3 4.1\ 8.6\ 87.3'
3% 24\ 78' 78\ 0.2 3 6.6' 6.9\ 86.4\
3% 24' 78' 78' 0.3 3 9.0t 5.3' 85.6\
3% 32\ SO, 50' ° 1.5 0.5t 14.6\ 84.9'
J% 32' so, so, 0.1 1.5 2.7t 12.6% 84.7%

3' 32\ Sat 50' 0.2 1.5 4.7\ 10.8\ 84.5\
3\ 32\ 50' so, 0.3 1.5 6.5\ 9.2\ 84.3%
3% 32t 50' so, ° 3 O.S\ 14.3' 84.9'
3% 32' SO, SO, 0.1 3 3.0t 12.3\ 84.6\
3% 32t so, so, 0.2 3 5.0\ 10.6' 84.4\
J\ 32' SO, so, 0.3 3 6.8\ 8.9\ 84.2\
3% 32' 50' 64' 0 1.5 0.6\ 15.5% 83.9'
3% 32' 50' 64\ 0.1 1.5 3.1% 13 .5% 83.4\
3% 32\ 50' 6(+\ 0.2 1.5 5.4% 11.6% 83.o,
3% 32\ 50\ 64% 0.3 1.5 7.5\ 9.9\ 82.6%
3% 32% Sat 64\ 0 3 1.0% 17.8% 81. 3\
3% 32\ 50% 64% 0.1 3 3.1% 16.0% 80.9\
3% 32\ 50\ 64% 0.2 3 5.U 14.5' 80.5%
J% 32% 50% 64' 0.3 3 6.9% 13 .o, 80.1%

3% 32\ 50\ 78' 0 1.5 0.7\ 17.5' 81. 9%
3% 32% 50% 78% 0.1 1.5 3.4\ 15.4% 81. 2%
3% 32\ 50% 78% 0.2 1.5 5.9\ 13.5\ 80.6%
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